Analyzing the range of problems that arise from the correlation between the content and the form of a performance, we conclude that most of them are generated by a lack of knowledge and the wrong attitude to the theatrical methodology inherited from the great reformer of the stage -K.Stanislavsky, especially to his latest discovery -the method of active analysis. It uses the method of physical actions as a practical application tool and includes, both theoretically and practically, the whole process of converting a play on the stage, thus helping us find its stage equivalent in an organic way.
Nothing is more valuable in a work of art than the harmonious synthesis between its content and its form. In this regard, M. Chekhov stated: "There is probably no theatrical theory that would not talk about the importance of combining the two factors underlying the formation of the theatrical art -the content and the form." 1 It is this synthesis that has been and continues to be the "apple of discord" among theatre creators and, at the same time, the basic impulse that contributes to the development of the theatrical art. Without any doubt, when we analyze this relation in a perfect work, we could say that its division according to the aesthetic theory of Friedrich Hegel in the two elements that define its integrity, its content and the means of expression that determine its form, has a formal character and it is needed only for an aesthetic analysis, without pursuing practical purposes. An artistic work is created through the issuing of a certain essence by its creator, depending on which it acquires a respective form, in the process of transposition. Following this idea, it appears that these two elements create the integrity of a work through a unitary process and cannot be separated. In reality, the content -"what" and the form -"how" are inseparable in a creative process. A form cannot be appreciated unless the purpose of its creation is defined, as you cannot understand content without knowing how it was created. The term "how" used in the creation process is always based on and includes the term "what". The form of an artwork always corresponds to its content and in an ideal version we can see that beyond this harmony, the form is a complete embodiment of the content. For this reason, any means of expression used in the act of staging, no matter how much it contributes to the creation of a novel and unusual form of performance, remain useless and foreign to the content, if they do not organically integrate and they do not contribute to its artistic unity. Of course, to achieve an aesthetic delight for the public, we understand quite well the meaning and importance of the organic unity between the content and the form of a work of art. In reality, however, especially in theatrical art which is based on the transposition of a literary work, we find that this unity is quite relative and does not signify an absolute identity, but rather a certain step towards mutual compatibility. The correlation between content and form remains a dialectical relationship typical of opposites, which can manifest both through their unity and a variety of contradictions and conflicts. This becomes even more obvious, as I said, in the case of theatrical art, which in turn, is a synthesis of several arts that must be harmoniously combined. I am referring to the form of theatre based on the stage transposition of a dramatic work, because after this relation, there are other forms of theatre, such as the carnival theatre, the author theatre and many other new forms that have new laws and forming principles.
In the form of theatre to which we refer, the synthesis between content and form is ensured by the dramatic transposition. In this process, the first event faced by the theatre creators is the interaction with the dramatic work. Obviously, the entire artistic transposition process depends on the correctness of solving the multiple problems arising from this interaction. Any dramatic work is already a well-defined artistic work equal to the other literary genres: lyrical and epic. But it is enough to begin its transformation into a performance and immediately a whole potential for various interpretations appears, giving the impression that it is not finalized and that it would need transposition. These multiple interpretations, which appear in the transposition of a literary work in a performance, are the result of different approaches and visions of interpreting the author's concept. The resistance the play shows to transposition gives us that explosion of artistic energy that inevitably leads to a multitude of new thoughts and meanings. Undoubtedly, the script and the performance speak in different languages and, of course, the written word is not identical to the word spoken on stage. This statement is also supported and confirmed by the great reformer of the stage, V. Meyerhold, who warns us quite strongly about two tendencies of the development of dramaturgy: the "literary" and "theatrical" tendencieswhich have a great influence on theatre development and which represent the core of the problem in the process of stage transposition. In this context, he said: "Masters of dialogue from novels and narrations, interrupting their creation, come to the theatre to crochet the lace of dialogue. In this halo, drama appeared later -modified, based on novel. These channels give birth to a spirit foreign and hostile to theatricality, and this is how the tendentious theatre appears -the theatre of words." 2 The point of this analysis is to define the criteria that a dramatic work should meet in order to be staged, taking into account the laws and language of the theatrical art. Both cases can trigger an explosion of imagination, probed with visions full of associations and imagery, especially when we refer to a quality work. The big problem comes when we analyze such a work in the process of stage transposition, because the literary analysis differs radically from the theatrical or active analysis and not only as a methodology, but also as a purpose. Because theatre, despite its connection with literature, has its own language and, in the end, any idea or concept can be expressed on stage only through actors. For this reason, all the elements that make up the theatrical language are selected depending on the actor's way of theatrical existence. And in this way, viewed from the perspective of the "nature of feelings" and the individual attitude towards the events that occur in a dramatic work, it becomes visible only after some logical and well-motivated actions of the characters. If during the selection and mental investigation of the dramatic work these criteria won't be taken into account, then the process of staging will face numerous challenges. Inevitably, these challenges will create a gap between the dramatic work and its stage version, which will not allow creating an integral artistic image of the performance. One of these problems and probably the most intense appears when the actors start their process of stage transfiguration into the part. This is when we see the first great difference between the dramatic works that create the two tendencies that Meyerhod talks about so strongly and which are the core of the problem mentioned above. We can see that stage directors together with the actors cannot find the thread of logical actions, so necessary for the moment of transfiguration that represents the basis of a transposition, as they are used to find in "theatrical" dramaturgy. But in "literary" dramaturgy we see that the action is missing or that it is just announced. This is why the development of the basic idea does not occur through the actions and the conflict from which they result, but we have only an announced conflict that we should become aware of from the dialogue. Characters' actions find their justification predominantly in an inner psychology that, mostly, has no exterior equivalent, making it impossible to express them on stage. The true actions through which the theatre language is distinguished from the literary one are replaced by a long series of dialogues, monologues, or, better said -talks, that inform us about some actions or from which we should read into, so as to have an opinion about them. From the history of great theatre theories, starting with Aristotle until today, the rule of the primacy of action in the writing of a dramatic work is well-known. The unity of action is the basic criterion for all the creators taking part in a theatrical process. Also from history we can see that, except for the symbolists, nobody has ever denied the importance and necessity of maintaining the unity of action, despite the theatrical currents that have haunted the authors and other theatre creators through the years, carrying them from stylization to realism and back to stylization. We can find this affirmation in the statements of Marie-Claude Hubert: "The poetic charge of the text must be sufficient for symbolists, to create the drama atmosphere". 3 And Mallarmé's words come to confirm this statement as he considered theatre a "superior essence". This is why symbolists have tried replacing the actor with different stage forms that, in their opinion, do not limit the author's imagination. From what we have said, the reasons for this denial become clear, but just as obvious are the ideas and the objectives at the basis of the struggle between the two tendencies of dramaturgy that, unfortunately, continue until today, of course in a more veiled and conscious way, which I find even more dangerous. These thoughts are also confirmed by Meyerhold: "Theatre, at all times and almost in all people, has felt the pressure of the two forces of dramaturgy: literal and theatrical. The preponderance in drama of the elements characteristic to the literature appear on stage every time theatre stops being a purpose and becomes a mean. A desk from where it is very convenient to preach, from where the authors, through the stage, communicate their views on different problems in sociology, gender relations and even medicine". 4 From Meyerhold's point of view, it appears that the dramatic work, with preponderantly literary elements is, in itself, an independent work and can be attributed rather to the literary art that to the theatre. Being deprived from the start of the potential necessary for staging, its aim is related to the promotion or dissemination of some ideas, but by no means to the vital support of the theatre. In this sense, is it logical to ask what would a text written for theatre mean? I think that, in order to form an opinion, it is necessary to analyze the author's creation process, to see how they come to write a dramatic work. Everything starts with a problem with which they are struggling, something that hurts them, be it an inner problem of the author or one inspired from life; in this way, an emotional theme appears, which later crystallizes in the idea of a work. What is certain is that, until they get to words, to support the idea of their work, the author goes through a process of accumulation and selection of events and circumstances from which the life of the dramatic work appears, from which the conflict and characters' actions emerge later, and the words come to support these actions. Following the same example, but in reverse order, as stage directors and actors have only the script in front of them, words in their cases are a code, some signs that should help them reestablish the life brought by the author. Analyzing the events and discovering the conflict and actions of every character, through the active analysis method, and taking into account the role of each in the development of masterful action, that comes to confirm the basic idea of the work, they reestablish, step by step, the life brought by the author in his work. It is worth noticing that, in both cases, the text is resultative, coming to support an action, without being an end in itself, because it is not the basic element that makes up the language -in theatre, this element is the action, not the word, like in literature. It is also worth noticing the dualistic character of a theatrical text, because from its appearance in the form of a dramatic work to its stage version, it goes through a multiple creation process. From the above, we assume that for a dramatic work, as for theatre, the key element that determines its language is the action, thanks to which the stage transposition becomes possible. The most important criteria that help us identify the two existing tendencies in dramaturgy are the presence of logical actions in a dramatic work, performed by its characters, which come to confirm an idea following a conflict. Although the moment of theatricality seems much more subjective in this distinction, it is not meaningless at all and cannot be omitted. As the great, Russian stage director Tovstonogov once said: "We don't have to constrain the purposes of theatre until we reach a sermonlecture. Theatre is fun. Theatre is spectacular, therefore the thought must be brought through acting. Then, this thought which most of the times we cannot even formulate, arouses a special sensitivity in the souls and hearts of the audience. It is necessary that theatre brings satisfaction and joy to everyone." 5 I believe that today it is impossible to guide yourself in the trends of the development of theatrical art without being aware of the two tendencies of the development of dramaturgy. The whole process of transposition depends on the ability to distinguish, following a mental investigation, which of the elements of a dramatic work belong to the literary language and which to the dramatic one. Being aware of the two tendencies of the development of dramaturgy is necessary not only to see in these works (which have the full right to existence), a danger to the theatre, but to alert those who practice theatre about the problems that appear in the process of stage transposition. The quality literary works have enriched and energized the theatrical process, being adapted to the conditions and criteria necessary for the act of transposition. And this happened thanks to the method of active analysis that through its whole system comes to support a process of stage adaptation of literary works. These thoughts are useful not only for the authors of dramatic works, but also for the authors of the performances -the directors, because they are responsible for the staging process, starting with the selection of the dramatic work and until the performance itself. Today, most theatres no longer have that utilitarian attitude towards the creation of the stage director, of proposing plays for staging, these proposals, in most cases, come from the directors. The abilities to select a play for staging, to collaborate with a contemporary playwright, to approach a classical work are absolutely necessary skills for a modern stage director. Most of the time, the problems of unsuccessful transpositions occur not because of the dramatic works, either contemporary or classical, only the stage director being responsible for the selection, but because of his failure to prepare for the act of stage transposition. In this respect, the knowledge of the professional methodology, of the method of active analysis, but also of the tendencies of development of the modern theatre play a quite significant role. The lack of understanding of these problems leads to the loss of the identity of the theatrical language, to the adaptation of theatre to the conditions imposed by literature and I think that, because of this compromise, everyone loses: the theatre, the authors, and especially -the public. In these conditions, it is fundamental to apply the method of active analysis, which is the basis for the transposition of the artistic image from a type of art (literature, drama) into the language of the performing arts.
Modernity is another problem that has a direct impact on the synthesis between the content and the form of an artistic creation and, of course, theatrical art is no exception. Probably, there is no creative person who would not be interested in the topicality of their work, regardless of the kind of art they practice. Modernity is a subject that requires from a true artist a permanent and particular individual solution and attitude for each dramatic work, whether contemporary or classical. In the process of stage creation, any director needs to consider this criterion, because otherwise they will lose the connection with the most important link of the theatrical artthe public. I will refer only to some of the tendencies of staging development, which arise from the great desire to be modern. Modern directing is currently concerned with the formal search for means of expression and tricks that, most of the times, are not in tune with the content of the dramatic work, while its concerns should be manifested by introducing new modern forms, which would express this content best and most appropriately. In this case, the actor through which the stage transposition of a work should occur remains only one of the insignificant components of this transposition, as well as the music, scenography and others. Modernity, due to its defining characteristics, as other categories of theatrical art, is quite definite. But unfortunately, often, when looking for the stage equivalent of a work (its stage form), these characteristics are omitted, taking into account only the element of fashion. Closely related to this element, without which it cannot be maintained for long, is the so-called "innovation". And the greatest paradox is that these two elements become the purpose of the art of such stage directors. Usually such artists do not know life and its laws, and as level of perception, they do not hear or see all the new things that appear, alive is only the desire that leads them to become modern at any price and that in turn makes them slip in the category of fashion and trivial topicality. It is well known that pursuing fashion or guiding yourself with it is nothing more than copying things already created, which is why you certainly become outdated. Another tendency that arises from the same desire to create a modern staging is the conscious distancing from the truth brought by the dramatic work through its material realities, of the "proposed situations", giving instead to the public an empty stage, lit of course, without a curtain and an acting in counterpoint with the usual style that appears through some equally unusual staging. Of course, you can see with the naked eye that the purpose of such a performance is not the transposition of the dramatic content, but rather a tendency to be fashionable, to be in line with the times, to create something for the sake of the new that prevails the form, separated from the content, because this was not the purpose of such a creation, but the self-affirmation through external effects. Often we attribute to the word "modernity" the trivial daily topicality and, if for some categories, such as: newspapers, magazines, television -to go on the hot tracks of events in order to reflect more operatively and more accurately the reality, it represents the purpose that characterizes and justifies their existence, these characteristics are not valid for theatre art which has a completely different purpose. Theatre must dissect the inner world of the human being, in order to be able to express it as deeply as possible, in the context of large-scale processes, which include the life of some communities or of humanity, to notice its development tendencies, in order to prevent unwanted events -this is the purpose modern theatre should follow. To confirm these thoughts, Tennessee Williams stated in his essay Conversations with Tennesse Williams, in a very precise way: "I wish very much to be able to draw your attention to everything I do, because I work with the hope that my testimonies about life will please you, because my inner life is different from yours. Just as yours is different from others'. But I understand very well that a mere desire is not enough to have this right and is not a pretext for self-affirmation. In order to have this right, it is necessary for us all to master a process that seems very simple, but which, in fact, is very complicated: to be able to overcome the singular (selfishness, frustrations, pride) and to rise to the general level of perception, to overcome personal problems and difficulties, so as you can see and perceive those of your peers." 6 Following Tennessee Williams' thoughts, it turns out that in order to be considered modern, theatre needs the ability to perceive reality acutely, precisely and actively, as then, through equally modern means of expression (so as they can be perceived by the public), to expressed it through artistic images.
One of the basic reasons contributing to the emergence of multiple problems in the laborious process of synthesis between the content and the form of a dramatic performance is the confusion between aesthetics and theatre technique, for which reason today there is an impolite attitude towards the method of the famous reformer of stage, K. S. Stanislavky. This thought is confirmed by Jerzy Grotowski: "One of the initial misunderstandings about this issue stems from the fact that many find it difficult to differentiate between technique and aesthetics. In this regard, I think that Stanislavky's method has been one of the most important impulses for the European theatre, especially regarding the actor's training." 7 Stanislavsky's active analysis method is unique and the only one that 6 www.Librebook.me/rasskazy_esse, Tennesse Williams, Razgavorâ Naedine (Private conversation). 7 Grotowski J., Răspuns lui Stanislavski (Answer to Stanislavski) , în Stanislavski -Munca actorului cu sine însuşi, vol. 2, trad. Raluca Rădulescu, Nemira, Bucharest, 2014, p. 696 (our translation). provides the act of stage transposition with the necessary methodology. The significance of the active analysis method in theatre is identical with the meaning of the alphabet for literature. Knowing the letters is not enough to write a literary work, but it is nonetheless a method by which a poet expresses their inner world. Theatre has its own alphabet and in order to practice it, any artist must first of all know it, and then transform it into an instrument by which he expresses their creation. The theatrical methodology is not just a series of laws, but rather a criterion for their analysis, a way of thinking in the dynamics of events and actions, a way by which we would create the possible emergence of the improbable. The method does not replace the aesthetics and the essential part of a work of art, it is only a procedure, an instrument -the compass that helps us find the way to our unconscious, and this path is always individual.
The method is not dogma. It must become a personalized way of knowledge and research, useful and applicable in practice. In the process of identifying a practical application methodology, only personal experience can help us.
